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PPMARKS/AR GUMENTS 

Claims 1-22 and 48-71 are pending in this application. 

independent dain.1.7.11and16have been amended to recite that the .ssuei^^^^^^^ 
embcred basesheet. Support for this amendment can ba found throughout the spec.ficat.on and 
e" tZ7.er^Z. within the tissue industry, a ^basesheer is a sheet produce on a 
Telchineand woun^ontothe reel. The basesheetcanbefurth^^ 
calendering, embossing. s,it.ng, folding, etc during converting operafons wh.ch pro uce the final 
pLuct common, sold to consumers. A, described in the specification 
Lsbeets of this Invention are not embossed, although they may be calendered to .mprove 
softness and reduce caliper. 

Add«n,lly, independent delms 1 and 63 have been ar^nded » epedfy *at the *gle 
Sheet caliper is from at>out 0.02 to about 0.05 inch. Support for this amendment can be found ,n 
the specification at page 4. lines 26-28. 

Afso new multiple dependent dain« 70 and 71 h^ been added to recite additional 
strucuire imparted to the sheet by either the off.se, seam or the CD dominant troughs ,n the 
papermaking fabric. 

Turning now the grounds for rejection, claims 1-6 stand rejected under the doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting over U.S. 6.077.590 to Archer et al. Hov^^ver. Archer et aK 
does notdiscloseorsuggesttt.e high Single Sheet caliper of from about0.02 to about 0^5 .nch 

now set forth in amended independent claim 1. Therefore the subject matter of claims 1-6 is not 
Obvious from the teachings of Archer et al. Although Archer et al. is silent on the caliper of the 
basesheets disclosed therein, it is highly unlikely that a wet-pressed, creped basesheet as 
disdosed by the method of Figure 1 and the examples of Archer et al. would exhibit a single sheet 
caliper in the range claimed by Applicants. Such high calipers are the result of using highly 
contoured throughdrylng fabrics to produce the basesheet. which is not taught by Archer et a . 
Therefore claims 1^ are patentably distinct from claims 1-19 of Archer et al. and are not obvious 
variants thereof. 
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aaims 1-22 and 48-69 stand rejected under the doctrine o( obviousnass-lype double 
patent^ I^her e, a,, in ^-ew o. U.S. 5,672,248 » Wend. e. a,. B,.t with rega^ to o 3,^ 1- 
SnrA^cHere...and;orWendteta,..uggesta.«otanon-en.o^^^^^^^^ 

Applicant.' calmed proper«es. It must be noted that the teechinB. of Archer e. al. are to 
Ta— sabaLheettomod^yltspr^peraeMSeeco,. 1. ,^e. 28-32,. Ccnseque*, any 
Xtrrtlee dlsdoeed by Ar^er e. al. are no. applicable to a r^n-e^bossed ~ » - 
in dalme ,.22,«hlch ineffeCwould be the starting material for *e process of Archer e. al. 
Wim regard to daims 48-69, »hlch are directed towards ro»s of uncreped throughdned 
tissues It would not be obvious to stean, and emboss (taught by Archer el al.) an uncreped 
Z^hdrled basesheet (taught by Wendte. al.) because .he process 0. Archer at ,s d.e^ U. 
-cre^d-basesheets. (See oolumnl.lines 28-32.) Thus itbnot Obvious fromtheteach.^^^^^^ 

Archer et al. that the same meftod would have any value when applied to an uncreped tesesheet. 
,„ fact. Since uncreped basesheets already have a bonded high bulk structure, ,t wouldnt r^^e 
sensetosteamthesheetar^en^osslt. Such a treatment would only sen,eB s.#en«,e sheet 
with no anucipated benefit. Therefore Calms 48-69 are not obvious variants of claims 1-1 9 of 

Archer et al. 

Claims 1-6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Archer et al. 
However, as previously stated. A,x=her et al. does not disease the high single sheet caliper o* frorn 
abou. 0 02 to about 0,05 inch now se. form in an«nded Independent claim 1. Therefore Archer e. 
a, does no, anMpale claims 1 -8. Although Archer et al. is silent on .he caliper of me baseshee.s 
disclosed merelh. it is highly unlikely, and certainly no. inheren.. .hat a wet-pressed, creped 
■ basesheetasdisdosedbythememodofFlgurel ar«l.hee>»mplesofArchereta,.wouldexh,bi 

a Single sheet caliper in the range claimed by Applicants, Such h'^h calipers are Uie resul of us,ng 
highly conjured throughd^ng fabncs to produce the basesheet and such fabrics are nottaugh. 

by Archer et al. 

Claims 7-22 and 63-69 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wendt et al. in view of U.S. 5.693.403 to Brown et a\. Wendt et al. teaches a method of making 
uncreped throughdried tissue basesheets. Bro«.n et al. teaches a method of Improving the pattern 
definition of spot-embossed tissue sheets by embossing a tissue basesheet bet«.een a rubber 
backing roll and an engraved steel roll having embossing elements of relatively low he.gh1s The 
caliper of the basesheet is actually reduced during the embossing step. Hov^ever. neither Wendt 
et al nor Brown et al. teach basesheets having Applicants" claimed properties. It must be noted 
that the .t^rtino material for the embossing process of Brown et al. is a non-embossed basesheet 
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not .he r^uiung product of Brown ..al. (Seemofl.«t»oUnesofExanv.e2otBrownetal.. 
in.n»'sn«.a.o.t^nsw«h.eba»she..ofE«nnp,e,.,Hencett,..^^^^^^^^^ 
e. al. a. not relevant .0 Applicant' daims 7-22, which ^ a non^mbossed fssue 

With rega«i to claims 63-69. which redta an uncreped throughdrled tissue, it would no. be 
Obvious to u«,^e the en*ossing memod taught by Brown ot ai. with the l--^^ 
Wendt e, a., because purpose of Wend. e. ai. Is to produce a bu,^ sheeM »n^sUhe 
method o, Brown e. ai. reduces the caliper (bu*) of *e sheet As such, cc«,bining the 
l!^eswouidbe«.untarproductiv.fromthestandpdn,ofWend.e.ai. f"*'™^:^ 
"rrnlto independent .aim 63 spec«es»«t.he caliper of me Sheet wl* me roiiisf^^^^ 

abo^ 0.02 .o about COS inch, which is far abo« ^ M -«P- .="aht by Brc^^. «* * 
t X about 0.0085 inch or .ess (see coi. 2, «ne 63). Therefore me .»ils of daims 63-69 a« not 
obvious from me combination of Wendt et ai. and Brown et al. 

Claims 1-22 and 48-69 stand rejeded under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wendteta..invlewofArohere.al. l.lsassertedthatitwouldbeobvlous.oapplyme 

steami-^embosslng memod of Archer e. ai to en uncreped m-oughdrted 
accordance wim Wendt et al. to produce a ™il of Ussue having .he dalmed prope,.ies. F,^t w.m 
regam to daims 1-22. neimer Archer et ai. end/or Wend. e. al. suggest a roll of a non-ernbossed 
basesheet having Applicants' daimedproper.es. „ must be noted ma. the tead»^s of Archer e. 
ai are to steamlemboss a basesheet to modify its properUes, (See col. 1 . Iines28^). 
Cons«,uen«y, any ro» pn,pertes disdosed by Archer e. al. are no. ^PP"-"'' ""^ 
basesheet as now daimed in daims 1-22, wbidi in e«.d is me starting matenai for me pror^s o, 
Ar*er et al. Tf«refore daims 1-22 are not obvious from me teachings of Wendt et ai. and Archer 
Ot al. 

With regard to claims 48^9. which are directed towards rolls of uncreped throughdried 
tissues it would not be obvious to steam and emboss (taught by Archer et al-) an uncreped 
throughdried basesheet (taught by Wendt et al.) because the process of Archer et al. Is directed to 
-creped" basesheets. (See column 1. Hnes 28-32.) Thus it is not obvious from the teachings of 
Archer et al. that the same method would have any value when applied to an uncreped basesheet 
,n fact Since uncreped basesheets already have a highly bonded, high bulk stmcture. one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not have any motivation to steam the sheet and emboss .t Sucli a 
treatment would only sewe to stiffen the sheet with no anticipated benefit. Therefore claims 48-69 
are not obvious in view of the teachings of Wendt et al. and Archer et al. 
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For all of the foregoing reasons, it is believed that all of the claims in this application are 
allowable and such action is earnestly solicited. 

Please charge any prosecutional fees which are due to Kimberly-Clark Worldwide. Inc. 
deposit account number 1 1-0875. 

The undersigned may be reached at: (920) 721-3616. 



Respectfully submitted, 
MARK ALAN BURAZIN ET AL. 



By: X^^l^ f 

Gfegory E. CroflT r-Axr 

Registration No.: 27.542 FAX RECEIVED 

Attorney for Applicant(s) 

AUG 2 2 2003 

CERTIFICATE OF FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION TC 1700 

I Judy Garot hereby certify that on August 21. 2003 this document is being transmitted via 
facsimile to the United States Patent and Trademark Office. Alexandria, VA. 



By. 

Jdy Gar 
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